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Deaf Sir: 

Applicants request review of the Office Action mailed January 8, 2008 because the 
Examiner, when responding Applicants' arguments^ made errors . in fact and an error in law. 



1 . Status of the Claims 

Claims 21-33, 35-39, and 41 are currently pending. Claims 21, 30, 35, 38, and 41 are 
independent claims. Claims 21-27, 29-36, and 38-41 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,295,502 ("Hancock"). Claims 28 and 37 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hancock in view of Official Notice. 



Examiner: JEFFREY R. SWEARINGEN 
Group Art Unit: 2145 
Confirmation No.: 8526 



2. The Claimed Invention 

Applicants' claims relate to a way to designate places, such as businesses or landmarks, 
with "location codes;" These location codes facilitate identifying and searching for such places 
using electronic devices, such as mobile phones and computers. Each location code is comprised 
of at least four sub-strings. The first sub-string indicates one of a plurality of geographic areas ; 
the second sub-string indicates one. of a plurality of categories ; the third sub-string indicates one 
of a plurality of sub-categories of one of the plurality of categories ; and the fourth sub-string 
uniquely indicates a point of interest of a type corresponding to one of the plurality of sub- 
categories of one of the plurality of categories located in one of the plurality of geographic areas . 

For example, the location code: 1 *3*24*5* is the location code for Marcel Restaurant in 
Washington, D.C., where: 

■ first sub-string (geographic area) = 1 : Washington D.C.; 

■ second sub-string (category) = 3: Restaurant Category; 

■ third sub-string (sub-category) = 24: French Restaurant Sub Category; and 

■ fourth sub-string (unique) = 5: Marcel's Unique Identifier among all 

French Restaurants in Washington D.C. 

(See, Applicants 1 Specification, paragraph 43.) "By entering this number into a locator client . . 
a user can immediately retrieve location information on Marcel Restaurant, including address, 
telephone, fax, email, web site address, reviews, menus, photographs, video recordings, live 
video feeds, sound recordings, etc.*' (Applicants' Specification, paragraph 44.) The user can 
also retrieve a listing of all French restaurants in Washington D.C. by entering the code 
1 *3*25**. (Applicants' Specification, paragraph 45.) 
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3. Clear Factual Deficiency of Rejections 

In the Office Action mailed January 8, 2008, the Examiner stated that Hancock identified 
a single location code that teaches the limitations of claims 21, 30, 35, 38, and 41. (Office 
Action, page 2.) Specifically * the Examiner identified Hancock's code US.CA.NWB.MAC2 and 
provided the following summary regarding how Hancock's code corresponded to the substrings 
of Applicants' claimed ideation code: 

■ US is a geographic area (United States); 

■ CA is a category (California); 

■ NWB is a sub-category (Newport Beach); and 

■ MAC2 is a point of interest (MacDonalds). 

(Office Action, page 2.) However, this summary highlights the Examiner's factual errors. The 
Examiner simply ignored the claim language explicitly indicating the contents of and 
relationship between the substrings in Applicants' claimed location code. 

First of all, "CA" avHancock's code refers to a geographic location, not a 1 -category." 
Therefore, it is factually incorrect for the Examiner to conclude that CA in Hancock's code 
corresponds to the category sub-string of Applicants' claimed code. Likewise, NWB in 
Hancock's code also refers to a geographic location and, therefore, it is factually incorrect for the 
Examiner to conclude that NWB in Hancock's code corresponds to the sub-category sub-string 
of Applicants' claimed code. 

Finally, using the Examiner's example, MAC2 must "indicate a point of interest of a type 
corresponding to one of the plurality of sub-categories of one of the plurality of categories 
located in one of -the plurality of geographic areas." While MAC2 indicates a business, this 
business is not of a type corresponding to Newport Beach, California. The "C A" and "NWB" 
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sub-strings describe the geographic area of the MaeDonald's, not the type of the poirit of interest 
(e.g., restaurant, fast food). 

Applicants' claimed location code includes both location and category information. st The 
location code contains locational and categorical information on every point of interest that is 
selected." (Applicants' Specification, paragraph 29.) By equating category to location, the 
Examiner effectively eliminated categorical information from Applicants' claimed location code. 
As a result, a user would be unable to retrieve a listing of all French restaurants in Washington 
D.C. Instead, the user would be limited to retrieving a listing of all points of interests 
(restaurants, gas stations, banks, museums, monuments, government buildings, and so ori) ; in 
Washington D.C. Such a listing does not comport with Applicants* goal of providing quick and 
efficient access to location information based on a location code. (See, e.g., Applicants' 
Specification, paragraph 13.) 

Accordingly, Applicants believe that the Examiner's statement and analysis with respect 
to Hancock is factually incorrect. 

4, Clear Legal Deficiency of Rejections 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros, v. 
Union Oil Co. of Califbnua, %WYM 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). in 
order to establish a prima facie case of anticipation of a claim, the. Examiner must establish that 
the cited reference teaches or suggests aH of the claim limitations. See, e.g., MPEP § 2131. 
Applicants believe that the Examiner failed to establish the requisite prima facie case of 
anticipation. 
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In this case, the Examiner failed to establish the requisite prima facie case o f anticipation 
of each pending claim, because the Examiner has not pointed to any disclosure in the art that 
would objectively suggest Applicants' claimed location code. Specifically, the Examiner has not 
identified a single location code that includes four substrings indicating: 

■ one of a plurality of geographic areas; 

■ one of a plurality of categories; 

■ one of a plurality of sub-categories of one of the plurality of categories; and 

■ a point of interest of a type corresponding to one of the plurality of sub-categories of 
one of the plurality of categories located in one of the plurality of geographic areas. 

Because Hancock does not show or suggest a location code as claimed, the Examiner made a 

legal error in rejecting the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 



5. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that al l of the pending claims should be 
allowed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: April 7, 2008 By: /Lisa M. Schoedel/ 

Lisa M. Schoedel. 
Reg. No. 53,564 
Patent Counsel 

THE MAP NETWORK, INC. 
c/o NAVTEQ North America, LLC 
425 West Randolph Street 
Chicago, IL 60606 
312-894-7351 
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